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R. Yohanan said, “[An inspection] on the eve of a festival is what is at 
issue between them. 


“R. Aqiba says, “This [situation, in which the primary sign has 
disappeared] is tantamount to the original diseased spot, and you are 
not required to examine him, either to make a lenient ruling or to make 
a stringent ruling’ [= sages, M. 1:5B]. 


“Sages say that this [spot] is another, new one, and you thereby declare 
him exempt from uncleanness on the count of the original spot. 


“And as to the position not to provide a strict ruling, you are not 
obligated to examine the second spot either to present a lenient or to 
give a strict ruling. [The sage does not examine this second spot, prior 
to the festival, so as to avoid having to give a strict ruling, which 
would ruin the festival for the man. Hence the matter is postponed (= 
M. 1:5A).]” 


[We now line up the authorities of M. 1:5 against those of M. Neg. 
4:10. Sages before us want neither a strict nor a lenient ruling, just as 
Aqiba has said, while Meir permits a lenient, but not a strict, ruling, in 
line with sages of M. Neg. 4:10. We must therefore determine the 
decided law, by finding out the true position of sages.] R. Yosé in the 
name of R. Aha: “Does the view of the individual here [at M. Neg. 
4:10] accord with the anonymous [therefore authoritative] position 
there [at M. 1:5], and does the opinion of a named individual here 
accord with the anonymous position here? For the individual opinion 
here accords with the anonymous view there, in that R. Aqiba says, ‘It 
is the original sign, and one is not obligated to make a ruling on it, 
either to provide a lenient ruling or to provide a strict ruling.’ And the 
individual opinion there accords with the anonymous opinion here, in 
that rabbis say, ‘It is a new spot, and you may declare him exempt 
from the contaminating effects of the original sign.’ And we have here: 
R. Meir says, ‘They examine negas to begin with to provide a 
lenient ruling [= “It is a new spot’’] but not to provide a strict 
ruling” [M. 1:5A]. 


[At issue is a different matter, not Aha’s at all.] R. Yosé b. R. Bun in 
the name of R. Aha, “Both the individual here and the rabbis here 
concur [at M. Neg. 4:10] with rabbis there that one gives neither a 
lenient ruling nor a strict one. [One does not inspect negas on the 
intermediate days of a festival under any circumstances.] There we 
deal with a case in which the primary sign has disappeared, while here 
we deal with a case in which the signs of uncleanness have 


